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1447-001 Comments noted.

1447-002 The City of Kent groundwater supply area has been addressed
in the SDEIS.  Additional information has been provided in
Shannon and Wilson Inc.’s letter to BPA dated January 16,
2003.  See Appendix Y.

1447-003 See response to Comment 1447-002.

1447-004 and -005  See response to Comment 1447-002.

1447-006, -007, and -008  Comment noted.  Documented anadromous
fish use of Rock Creek, a tributary to the Cedar River at river
mile 18, includes Chinook salmon, Coho salmon, and
sockeye salmon per the Washington Department of Fisheries -
A catalog of Washington stream and salmon utilization,
Volume 1, Puget Sound (1975), and fish use information
available at Stream Net (<http://www.streamnet.org>)
accessed March 2003.  Sockeye are considered to be present
only within the main stem of the Cedar River.

1447-001

1447-002

1447-003

1447-004

1447-005

1447-006
1447-007
1447-008
1447-009
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1447-010
1447-011
1447-012
1447-013

1447-014

1447-015

1447-016

1447-017

1447-009, -010, and -011  BPA would site its transmission facilities (towers
and access roads) to minimize sensitive resources such as
streams and wetlands.  BPA avoids these resources where it
can, spans them where it can’t avoid them, and mitigates if it
can’t span them.  Impacts to the fishery resource are expected
to be low to moderate, the same as with the Proposed Action,
and the impact to wetlands are expected to be moderate with
17 acres of wetlands affected.  The impact to groundwater is
expected to be moderate to high.  The wells under the City of
Kent’s wellhead protection program are considered highly
susceptible to groundwater contamination.

1447-012 and 1447-013  Comment noted.

1447-014 and -015  The location of the Landsburg Mine adjacent to
Alternative C is discussed in the SDEIS, Section 4.1.5.1
Settlement Hazard and its location shown on Sheet C-1 of
Figure 5B of Appendix M. The transmission line ROW would
be approximately 500 feet to the east of the mine trench that
has been used as a disposal site.  We have no evidence of
harmful interactions between higher levels of electromagnetic
radiation (EMR) on toxic wastes and groundwater quality.

1447-016 and -017  Comments noted.
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1489-001

1489-001 Comment noted.

Section 21A.24.070 of the King County Code provides for an
agency or utility to apply for an exception to the Sensitive
Areas Ordinance, if the application of this chapter would
prohibit a development proposal by a public agency and
utility.

As a federal government agency, BPA is prevented from
applying for a local government permit, including an
exception to a local government code.  Since Congress has not
waived sovereign immunity with respect to local zoning
ordinances, BPA is prevented from complying with the County's
procedural requirements.  Although we do not comply with the
procedural provisions of local government code, we do comply
with the substantive intent of local government law, and we feel
we have done so in minimizing impacts to sensitive resources
to the maximum extent possible.

BPA as a federal agency does not apply for county permits, but
would meet the equivalent of county requirements where
feasible.  Due to the nature of a transmission line, it is not
possible to not impact riparian areas along streams and rivers
and wetlands and their buffers.  In order to keep a
transmission line reliable, tall-growing species of trees need to
be cut within riparian and wetland areas.  BPA is proposing to
compensate by planting/seeding low-growing plant species back
where taller trees would have been taken.  In addition BPA
would purchase, or fund the purchase of, other properties (just for
the Kangley-Echo Lake Project Alternative 1).  BPA’s intention is
to convey the land to the City of Seattle for long-term protection.
If all or part of the property is found to be unsuitable for mitigation
of habitat loss, BPA intends to sell those portions of the property
considered unsuitable for this purpose.  In this case, BPA would
sell the property subject to a restriction prohibiting residential or
commercial use.  The prohibition of commercial use would not
include timber growing and harvesting, which would continue to be
an allowable use.

BPA understands that the King County Code recognizes that
utility corridors must cross sensitive areas in order to provide
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services to King County residents, that crossing wetlands is not a
permitted alteration, and that a utility/public agency must apply
for a public agency/utility exception.  Please see previous
response.

As a federal government agency, BPA is required to prepare an
environmental impact statement (EIS) under the National
Environmental Policy Act before making a decision on any
major federal action, such as adding a 500-kV transmission
line to BPA's main grid.

BPA has prepared a SDEIS, identifying the impacts of nine build
alternatives, non-transmission alternatives and a No Action
Alternative.  As a part of this analysis, BPA identified how those
impacts could be mitigated.

In addition to the best management practices, BPA proposes to
offer 473 acres in compensatory mitigation to mitigate for the
loss of approximately 90 acres of habitat for the northern
spotted owl, and for alteration of 14 acres of forested wetlands
to nonforested scrub/shrub wetlands within unincorporated
King County.  The 473 acres of compensatory mitigation
would be located immediately north and immediately south
of the Cedar River Municipal Watershed.

1489-002 Comment noted.

1489-003 Comment noted.

BPA has completed a wetland delineation report, dated March
28, 2002, which has been sent to you.

For a complete review of all streams proposed to be crossed
under project Alternatives A, B, C (Options C-1 and C-2), and
D (Options D-1 and D-2), please see Appendix N of the SDEIS.
Revised Appendix A – Table A-1 of the Final Fisheries Technical
Report (see Addition to Appendix A in the FEIS) contains this
information for Alternatives 1-4.  For a complete list of streams

1489-001

1489-002
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1489-003

1489-004

1489-005

to be crossed in association with the Preferred Alternative,
please refer to Tables 3 and 5 within the Final Wetland
Delineation Report, Kangley-Echo Lake Transmission Line
Project (March 28, 2002).

1489-004 See response to Comment 1489-003.

1489-005 BPA has purchased 350 acres in the Raging River Basin and
may purchase or fund the purchase of other properties that
could be used for compensatory mitigation to mitigate for the
unavoidable impacts to sensitive resources.  These properties
may achieve greater biologic and hydrologic conditions, as
called for by KCC 21A.24.340, than would result without the
project.

BPA anticipates no alteration to streams; however, stream
buffers would be impacted, as allowed by King County Code.
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1489-005

1489-006 BPA understands King County requirements and would meet
those requirements where feasible including monitoring.1489-006
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1490-001

1490-001 and -002  Comment noted.  Please see response to
Comments 1420-001 and -002.

1490-003 Comment noted.

1490-004 and -005  Comment noted.

1490-002

1490-003

1490-004
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1490-006 Comment noted.

1490-007 Comment noted.

1490-004

1490-005

1490-006

1490-007
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1492-001

1492-002

1492-001 Comment noted.

See responses to Comment Letter 394.

1492-002 Please see Chapter 1 of the SDEIS.

1492-003 Please see Chapter 1 of the SDEIS.  Please see responses to
Comments 340-002, 1415-003, and -004.

1492-004 BPA has worked closely with the City of Seattle to develop
construction measures and stormwater pollution controls to
minimize water quality impacts from construction of the
project.  From the onset, BPA designed the project, including
placement of roads and towers, to avoid all sensitive areas, to
the maximum extent feasible.  To address unavoidable
impacts, BPA is in the process of acquiring and protecting
compensatory mitigation properties adjacent to the CRW that
will help reduce future impacts to the CRW from potential
development.  We also intend to implement new turbidity
monitoring devices in the CRW to increase awareness of when
the water supply system may need to temporarily shut down
to protect City water customers due to turbidity.  Finally, we
are acquiring insurance coverage for unforeseen events
(caused by BPA’s construction or operation and maintenance of
the transmission line), which would trigger new environmental
requirements.  We believe we are taking extraordinary steps to
address the concerns raised by the comment.

1492-005 Please see the mitigation listed for each of these resources in
the SDEIS.  Also please see responses to Comments 340-002,
1415-003, and -004.

1492-006 A Summary of Transmission Planning Studies is provided in
Appendix H (available on request).  BPA did a comprehensive
evaluation of transmission infrastructure needs which is
summarized in “BPA Infrastructure Projects, February, 2003,”
available at http://www.bpa.gov/Corporate/KC/home/keeping/
03kc/KC_Infrastructure.pdf.  A variety of alternatives were
identified to address the particular purpose and need,
including reconfiguration of existing lines in the Puget Sound
area.  The alternatives are described in Chapter 2 of the SDEIS.
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1492-003

1492-007 The primary beneficiaries are consumers in the Puget Sound
Area and in British Columbia served by retail utilities that take
service over the BPA transmission grid.  This essentially
represents all residential, commercial and industrial
consumers in the area.  For information on the Canadian
Treaty, please see Section 1.2.2 of the SDEIS, Appendix I and
response to Comments 1422-002-001, 1422-002-002 and
1421-031-001.  Consumers in the Puget Sound Area directly
benefit from the Treaty.  We believe that Canada may “make
profits in the lucrative short- and near-term markets” mostly in
the spring and summer, not in the winter when this problem
occurs.

1492-008 The reference to this line was changed in the SDEIS for security
reasons.

BPA has included in its planning any future potentials for any
alternative.  This Kangley-Echo Lake project cannot be included
with any future alternative.  In fact, in the early 1990s, BPA did
a project that would have produced a new 500-kV line across
the Cascade Mountains into the King County area and also the
Kangley-Echo Lake project.  Through the then environmental/
NEPA process, BPA determined that the "Cross-Mountain"
portion of the project and the Kangley-Echo Lake portion could
be delayed by construction of a new substation, called Schultz,
in the Ellensburg area, and through targeted conservation.  Also
it was determined that if another line is needed across the
Cascade Mountains, then it would likely be needed north of
Seattle in the Monroe area and not in the Echo Lake
Substation area.  BPA has tentatively determined that the next
cross-Cascade line is needed in 2010, but that date could be
substantially affected by the rate of load growth and new
generation west of the Cascade Mountains.  Therefore
Alternative B and D likely will have no advantage to future
projects and cannot combine economical resources.  BPA has
also acknowledged in the current Kangley-Echo Lake SDEIS that
Alternatives A and C would use a vacant 500-kV circuit on their
north end to get into Echo Lake Substation.  BPA has plans to
use this vacant circuit sometime in the near future as growth in
King County continues.  When the need arises to use these

1492-004

1492-005

1492-006

1492-007

1492-008
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1492-008

1492-009

1492-010

1492-011

1492-012

1492-013

1492-014

vacant circuits and either Alternative A or C is using this vacant
circuit, then another transmission line would need to be
constructed to replace the vacant circuit occupied by
Alternative A or C.  Other future projects are not in the same
area and/or provide no benefits to this project, such as a
possible future line from Echo Lake Substation to the north.
BPA planned Kangley-Echo Lake as part of a broad examination
of infrastructure needs, which is summarized in Infrastructure
Keeping Current, February, 2003, available at http://
www.bpa.gov/Corporate/KC/home/keeping/03kc/
KC_Infrastructure.pdf.

See response to Comment 1492-006.

1492-009 and -010  The risks and criteria that BPA uses to plan the grid are
summarized in Section 1.2.1 of the SDEIS and described in
more detail in “Reliability Standards: meeting national and
regional requirements for electric system reliability,” available
at http://www.bpa.gov/Corporate/KC/home/keeping/03kc/
KC_Reliability.pdf.  BPA has over 30 years of experience with
an existing transmission line in the CRW which has operated
with acceptable reliability and without impact on the CRW.

1492-011 and -012  Comment noted.  Please see response to Comments
1420-001 and -002.

1492-013 and -014  Please see response to Comments 1420-001 and
-002.

1492-015 and -016  Please see response to Comments 1420-001 and -002.
BPA would minimize and mitigate impacts to wetlands and
other sensitive areas on any alternative.  BPA would likely not
purchase additional properties for impacts to sensitive areas
outside the CRW.

1492-017 See response to Comment 382-026.

1492-018 The only alternative that has detailed engineering and
engineering survey information available is the Proposed
Action (Alternative 1).  Due to the need to get the project
energized as quickly as possible, BPA has taken the risk and
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gathered this information knowing that the Administrator could
chose another alternative.  If he chooses another transmission
alternative, BPA would need another two or more years to
energize this project.  BPA understands that it is taking a
financial risk investing in the preferred alternative beyond what
BPA would normally do ahead of the Record of Decision.
Other alternatives do not have this detailed information.  For
the other alternatives, BPA has used a worst case scenario, such
as more clearing than would actually be necessary, including
clearing at sensitive areas such as wetlands and creek and river
crossings.

1492-019 and -020  Comment noted.

1492-021, -022, and -023  See response to Comment 382-026.

1492-024 Comment noted.

1492-025 Comment noted.

1492-026, -027, and -028  Comment noted.

BPA’s proposed transmission line would expand the existing
150-foot wide right-of-way through the CRW to a 300-foot
wide right-of-way.  BPA did evaluate the impacts to vegetation
(low to moderate), and for threatened, endangered or sensitive
species (moderate).

1492-029, -030, and -031 Please see responses to Comments 1492-004
and 1421-030-001.  BPA has consulted with the USFWS and
NMFS.  Letters from NMFS were included in the SDEIS
(Appendix U) and state that NMFS agrees with BPA’s
determination of “may affect, but not likely to adversely affect”
for Puget Sound chinook and their designated habitat.

1492-032, -033, and -034  Spills of fuel or hazardous materials in the CRW
could impact groundwater that may eventually flow into the
Cedar River.  The potential for such spills would be greatest
during construction.  A spill response plan will be developed
and incorporated into the SWPP Plan, as described in Section
4.3.3.2 of the SDEIS.  See response to Comment 394-139.  In

1492-014
1492-015
1492-016

1492-017

1492-018

1492-019

1492-020

1492-021

1492-022

1492-023

1492-024
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general, impacts to groundwater that provide a sole drinking
water source (City of Kent wellhead protection area) will be
greater than impacts to groundwater that eventually drains to a
surface water source of drinking water (CRW) due to shorter
travel times and less dilution.  Construction site impacts would
be local and temporary.  Tower sites would be isolated and
away from stream crossings. Mitigation measures described in
the DEIS and SDEIS would be used to reduce the potential of
turbid water events.  Water quality regulations are discussed in
Sections 3.5.3 and 3.5.4 of the SDEIS and in letters from
Shannon and Wilson, Inc. to BPA dated January 16, 2003 (see
Appendix Y).

1492-035 Please see response to Comment 1492-004.  Impacts to
drinking water regulations have been discussed in the SDEIS.
As mentioned above, BPA is proposing to extraordinary steps
to minimize construction impacts to the CRW by designing the
project to avoid impacts, by undertaking various best
management practices to minimize harm, and by purchasing
mitigation to compensate for those impacts that cannot be
avoided.  The mitigation should leave the CRW with a net
environmental benefit.  Moreover, BPA already has an existing
500-KV line that parallels the proposed line.  The existence of
the existing line offers convincing evidence that such a line is
compatible with water quality.  To our knowledge, no water
quality problems have ever been attributed to the existing line.
If there are some minimal impacts to water quality during
construction, these impacts would only be temporary.  The
ROW should be stabilized (naturalized) in one or two growing
seasons.

1492-036 Please see response to Comments 1420-001 and -002.

1492-037 and -038  BPA has prepared a SDEIS and has included Chapter 5,
entitled “Consultation, Permit and Review Requirements.”
Within Chapter 5, BPA has discussed consistency with federal,
state and local environmental laws, and regulations.
Additionally, BPA has published a letter from the Washington
Department of Ecology (Appendix V of the SDEIS), stating that
“Ecology agrees with your determination and assessment that
the proposed action is consistent to the maximum extent
practicable with the enforceable policies of Washington’s

1492-024

1492-025

1492-026

1492-027

1492-028

1492-029

1492-030

1492-031

1492-032

1492-033

1492-034

1492-035
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Coastal Zone Management Program and will not result in any
significant impacts to the State’s coastal resources.”  With
respect to the King County Sensitive Areas Ordinance, Chapter
5 of the SDEIS states that BPA will comply with the substantive
intent of the County zoning ordinance.

1492-039  and -040  The cultural resources work conducted for the
selected alternative is adequate to conclude that its potential
for impacts on these resources is low. The study was
exceptionally thorough, starting with background research
and a sensitivity analysis that concluded that the routing had a
relatively low potential for containing cultural resources. The
fieldwork included more than 1,150 subsurface test probes
and also involved the participation of the Muckleshoot Indian
Tribe in the survey and in interviews about traditional use of
the area. The methods and results of the cultural resources
study are reported in a lengthy report that is confidential with
respect to public distribution but has been reviewed by SPU,
the State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation, and
the Indian tribes.  An additional survey will be conducted of
newly-identified project features such as roads and staging
areas. The report includes an Unanticipated Discovery Plan
that provides specific procedures in the event that any artifacts
or human remains are found.

We do not believe the new line would be visible from either
State Route 18 or from I-90; however, the proposed
transmission line would be visible to air traffic flying over or in
the vicinity the Cedar River Municipal Watershed.  Our SDEIS
identified this impact and stated that the impact to visual
resources would be low to moderate on views from cars or
aircraft, and moderate to high on some Kangley area residents
for whom the transmission line would be the dominant visual
feature.

The transmission line would be designed to mitigate the visual
impacts with darkened steel towers, nonspecular conductors
and insulators that are non-reflective.

1492-036

1492-037

1492-038

1492-039

1492-040
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1515-001

1515-002

1515-003

1515-004

1515-005

1515-006

1515-007

1515-008
1515-009
1515-010
1515-011

1515-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1515-003, -004, -005, and -006  Comments noted.

1515-007 Comment noted.

1515-008 Comment noted.

1515-009 and -010  BPA has consulted with the NOAA and NOAA has
stated that since the Proposed Action incorporates avoidance
and minimization measures into the project design, the effects
of the action can be expected to be discountable and
insignificant.  NOAA has concurred with our effect
determination of “may affect, but not likely to adversely affect”
for Puget Sound chinook and their designated habitat.

1515-011 See response to Comment 1485-007.



3-28

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS

1515-012

1515-013

1515-014

1515-015

1515-016

1515-017

1515-018

1515-019

1515-012 and -013  BPA believes that the analysis of specific impacts has
been completed for each alternative, is accurate, and gives the
decision maker enough information to make an informed
decision.

1515-014 and -015  The Raging River crossing is located across a very deep
drainage and in some areas near the river, no vegetation would
be cut because there is enough clearance between the line and
the river.  Some trees may be cut where they could pose a
danger to safe operation of the line.

1515-016 The minimum allowable clearance between conductor and
vegetation is 20 feet plus the specific vegetative species’
growth factor.  In general, all tall-growing species would be cut
to almost ground level except at specific sensitive areas such as
riparian areas where any vegetation could be allowed to grow
within the 20 feet plus growth factor to the conductor.  So the
actual height of the vegetation allowed at riparian areas
depends on the actual height of the conductor at that site.  Due
to the special status of the Cedar River Watershed and its HCP,
BPA is willing to work with Seattle to allow young, tall-growing
tree species to remain longer before cutting to create a taller
habitat without creating a hazard for the transmission line.  If
possible, no low-growing vegetation species will be cut near
riparian areas during construction.

1515-017, -018, and -019 BPA believes that the analysis of specific impacts
has been completed for each alternative, is accurate, and gives
the decision maker enough information to make an informed
decision. Because of the presence of endangered species in
the area including chinook salmon in the Raging River, BPA
prepared a biological assessment and entered into Section 7
consultation with NMFS in July 2001.  This consultation was
completed on January 28, 2002, with their finding that “Since
the proposed action incorporates avoidance and minimization
into the project, NMFS can expect the effects of the action to
be discountable or insignificant.  Therefore NMFS concurs with
your effect determination of “may effect, but not likely to
adversely affect” for Puget Sound Chinook and their designated
habitat.

Please see response to Comments 1515-014 and -015.
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1516-001

1516-002

1516-005

1516-003
1516-004

1516-001 Comments noted.

1516-002 Comments noted.

1516-003 Comment noted.
1516-004 Comment noted.
1516-005 Comment noted.




